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Representing Indigenous Stories in the Cinema: Between
Collaboration and Appropriation
Henk Huijser, University of Southern Queensland, Queensland, Australia
Brooke Collins-Gearing, University of Newcastle, New South Wales, Australia
Abstract: Not only has there been a large increase during the last decade in the amount of Australian films that tell Indigenous
stories, but there has also been a significant diversification of both the kinds of stories that are being told and the ways in
which they are being told. Where films like Walkabout and The Chant of Jimmy Blacksmith in the 1970s clearly came from
a white perspective on Indigeneity, in recent years Indigenous filmmakers have become more visible with films like Radiance,
One Night the Moon and Beneath Clouds. In addition, white filmmakers increasingly choose the road of collaboration when
it comes to Indigenous subject matter, as can be seen in films like Rabbit Proof Fence and The Tracker. This type of collab-
oration is most pronounced in the recent Rolf de Heer film Ten Canoes. This paper will discuss Ten Canoes in relation to
two main concepts, both coined by Aileen Moreton-Robinson: the idea of Australia as a postcolonising nation (rather than
a postcolonial nation) and the idea of incommensurability between Indigenous and non-Indigenous Australia. In the process,
it will explore the limits to collaboration and where collaboration becomes appropriation, and the implications of these
processes for Australia as a postcolonising nation.
Keywords: Indigeneity, Collaboration, Appropriation, Postcolonising Nation, Incommensurability
Introduction
NOTONLYHAS there been a large increaseduring the last decade in the amount ofAustralian films that tell Indigenous stories,
but there has also been a significant diversi-
fication of both the kinds of stories that are being
told and the ways in which they are being told. Yet,
these stories and how they are told are only identified
as collaboration or Indigenous when there is “obvi-
ous” Indigenous content and involvement. Where
films likeWalkabout (Nicholas Roeg, 1971) and The
Chant of Jimmy Blacksmith (Fred Schepisi, 1978) in
the 1970s clearly came from a white perspective on
Indigeneity, in recent years Indigenous filmmakers
have become more visible with films like Radiance
(Rachel Perkins, 1998),One Night theMoon (Rachel
Perkins, 2001) andBeneath Clouds (Ivan Sen, 2002).
In addition, white filmmakers increasingly choose
the road of collaboration when it comes to Indigen-
ous subject matter, as can be seen in films like Rabbit
Proof Fence (Phillip Noyce, 2002) and The Tracker
(Rolf de Heer, 2002). While the degree of collabora-
tion differs greatly, the idea of collaboration is taken
to new levels in the recent Rolf de Heer film Ten
Canoes (2006), which is a great example of both
colonial and non-colonising collaboration.While
making comparative references to other films, this
paper will primarily focus on Ten Canoes to test the
productive possibilities and limits of Indigenous/non-
Indigenous collaboration, and where collaboration
becomes appropriation in a contemporary Australian
context. Ten Canoes will be discussed in relation to
two main concepts, both coined by AileenMoreton-
Robinson (2003): the idea of Australia as a postcol-
onising nation (rather than a postcolonial nation) and
the idea of incommensurability between Indigenous
and non-Indigenous Australia. In staying with the
theme of collaboration, this paper is itself produced
as a collaborative effort, designed to further test the
implications of Indigenous and non-Indigenous rep-
resentation (with academic writing as the medium
in this case) and to explore ‘where Australia is at’
as a postcolonising nation. It is also a response of
sorts to Butler-McIlwraith’s call for the development
of a dialogue ‘within Indigenous academic spheres
and between Indigenous and non-Indigenous schol-
ars’ (2006, p.370).
When a non-Indigenous person works with Indi-
genous peoples and knowledges, it is a collaboration
apparently – not anAustralian or IndigenousAustrali-
an film. In the case of Ten Canoes, for instance, it is
a film by Rolf de Heer and the people of Ramingin-
ing, not a film by the People of Ramingining and
Rolf de Heer. Colonial collaboration is the white
person’s power to work with Indigenous peoples and
knowledges. Non-colonising collaboration would
not be dependent on the power of one white man,
but on the sharing, reframing and renewal of Australi-
an stories and experiences. In the case of Ten Canoes,
for instance, the people of Ramingining had power
over what was told, how it was told, who did the
telling and who represented the knowledge and they
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worked with a mostly non-Indigenous crew to do
this. The framework for colonial collaboration needs
to be more fully examined, in particular how it has
developed into an almost unquestioned process and
how ‘whiteness’ remains normalised, and ‘guilt’
avoided. Attention also needs to be paid to the recep-
tion of the collaborative outcome and the intended
and actual responses of the audience, Indigenous and
non-Indigenous. And finally, the process of non-
colonising collaboration itself and the differing per-
ceptions and outcomes this has for Indigenous and
non-Indigenous participants – in both the making
and reception of films.
On Representation, Identity and
Collaboration
Representation is central to postcolonial theory and
Ashcroft clearly outlines what has become a domin-
ant way of thinking about representation in postcolo-
nial studies:
Cultural identity does not exist outside repres-
entation. But the transformative nature of cul-
tural identity leads directly to the transformation
of those strategies by which it is represented.
These strategies have invariably been the very
ones used by the coloniser to position the colon-
ised as marginal and inferior, but their appropri-
ation has been ubiquitous in the struggle by
colonised peoples to empower themselves. This
suggests that ‘resistance’ can be truly effective,
that is, can avoid simply replacing one tyranny
with another, only when it creates rather than
simply defends. Post-colonial writing [and film
making] hinges on the act of engagement which
takes the dominant language and uses it to ex-
press themost deeply felt issues of post-colonial
social experience (2001, p.5).
The concept underlying this process of identification
is that of agency.Within this line of thinking, agency
is ‘recognised’ in the colonised, which allows for a
recovery of history from the perspective of the col-
onised, which is then seen as liberating and indeed
empowering. Furthermore, there is an implication
that the coloniser’s tools are subverted and come
back to haunt them (as in ‘the empire writes back’).
However, while this can be seen to open up previ-
ously colonised spaces (hence the ‘post’ in postcolo-
nial), it raises a number of questions. For example,
who affords this agency, and on whose terms? And
why is ‘resistance’ apparently a necessary part of it?
Most importantly, who polices the boundaries of
what is to be admitted to this postcolonial space and
who defines the criteria? In short, while such a con-
ceptualisation of agency implies an opening up of
an Indigenous discursive space, there is still a strong
sense that this space is predetermined by the colon-
iser, and as such it ultimately sustains the binary
between coloniser and colonised. Consider for ex-
ample Anthony Moran’s concept of ‘indigenising
[sic] settler nationalism’ which he describes as adopt-
ing ‘a position that calls upon the nation to recon-
struct itself through a fuller recognition of the indi-
genous [sic] and their claims as a central component
of the national identity’ (2002, p.1014). In other
words, the onus is on the coloniser to afford agency
to the colonised and extend an invitation to ‘become’
part of the national narrative. Similarly, the inclusion
of ‘resistance’ in effect maintains the coloniser’s
privileged position as the one to be addressed by this
‘writing back’. According to Iseke-Barnes, ‘telling
and retelling stories, reclaiming the past, and
providing testimony to the past are all ways that In-
digenous peoples are engaging the process of recov-
ering from a colonial past’ (2003, p.213). Thus, some
of these stories and other forms of representation do
specifically address the coloniser, and some of them
are even ‘resistant’. However, those that do not
(either in terms of language or content) are often
simply marginalised as not conforming to the colon-
iser’s expectation of what constitutes Indigenous
knowledge worth engaging with. In Bhambra’s
words, ‘at present, the only way into debates around
belonging and identity for those ‘others’ who are not
acknowledged as ‘universal’ is by standing on ‘their’
traditions or in the new differences they can make
from their locations- their voice is all about adding
content, or colour, to what is already known, not
about refiguring the parameters of what is known’
(2006, p.38, original emphasis). And it is precisely
here that Ten Canoes appears to have made an im-
portant intervention in a number of ways, to which
we shall return a little later.
Can we just mention here that the ‘othering’ pro-
cess is a non-Indigenous one. Indigenous peoples
don’t see themselves as ‘others’. And this contributes
significantly to the idea of collaboration. Since col-
onisation Indigenous peoples have negotiated rela-
tionships with non-Indigenous, shared their know-
ledge and their space – sometimes freely sometimes
involuntarily, sometimes without acknowledgement.
Unacknowledged collaboration has occurred since
white anthropologists began representing their ‘nat-
ive’ informants. Acknowledged collaboration has
been framed by ‘with the permission of’. Collabora-
tion between Indigenous and non-Indigenous is not
‘new’. It is not the intention here to raise questions
about morality, ethics, guilt and rightness. It is the
framework of (colonised) collaboration that is being
examined and how it appears as neutral while silen-
cing that which is too confrontational or not easily
recognizable as ‘Aboriginal’. ‘The past is contested
territory, and so memory, ethics, and narratives are
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also contested’ (Rose, 2004, p.11). Collaboration, as
a continuing invisible colonising tool, needs to be
made visible: it needs to be messy, unclear, unre-
solved and discomforting. Non-colonising collabor-
ation is discomforting, tense, challenging and full of
conflict. Real negotiated collaboration means that
you don’t need the power of the white person to be
allowed to be a part of the collaborative process, but
that it is going to be a disruptive, discursive experi-
ence involving different notions of time, patience,
discussion andmovement that don’t always fit easily
into Western procedures.
For example,West-Newman has written an article
about the lack of space for Indigenous peoples to
express anger in settler-societies. ‘Cultural norms
and values, as well as historical, social and legal
context, shape the public uses and expressions of
anger… no universal forms or practices exist for the
ways in which indigenous peoples and settler des-
cendants regard and deploy anger’ (2004, p.190).
She articulates how it is European thought that needs
to be decolonised to reveal how it impacts on and
engages with Indigenous knowledges and experi-
ences: ‘That is why projects of decolonisation are
carefully framed to reject epistemologies’ (2004,
p.190). This idea also relates to notions of ‘guilt’ and
‘whiteness’ and how the experiences and meanings
attached to them differ between Indigenous and non-
Indigenous. These experiences, when shared in a
non-colonising collaborative process are time-con-
suming, difficult and exhausting processes (as high-
lighted by the making of Ten Canoes) for both the
creators and the audience. ‘Negotiated knowledge
does not imply, or require, consensus; parties are
cognizant of, and tolerate, disagreement’ (Davidson,
Sanson and Gridley, 2000, p.96). This is what bell
hooks advocates when she insists that decolonization
is not a process that can be achieved solely by cri-
tiquing what already exists (1992). The framework
needs to be transformed, renegotiated, expected im-
ages subverted, alternatives created, dualistic think-
ing dismantled.We need to knowwhat collaboration
has meant (colonisation), what it means today (col-
onising?) and what its potential is (decolonising and
decolonisation). As Rose states:
The consequence of unmaking narcissistic sin-
gularity is that we embrace noisy and unruly
processes capable of finding dialogue with
other people and with the world itself. In doing
so we shake our capacity for connection loose
from the bondage of monologue. As Povinelli
(2002) analyses in depth, plurality poses seri-
ously disjunctive moments for individuals, and
for states. Plurality is an ethical direction but
by no means is it a paradox-free or conflict-free
zone (Rose, 2004, p.21).
In recognition of the problematic implications of the
term postcolonial, and in an attempt to ‘name what
is so invisible to contemporary ‘white’ majority so-
cieties: the racialised nature of power and privilege’
(Haggis, 2004, p.50), AileenMoreton-Robinson has
usefully coined the term postcolonising, rather than
the more final ‘postcolonial nation’, ‘to signify the
active, the current and the continuing nature of the
colonising relationship that positions us as belonging
but not belonging’ (2003, p.38). This is attractive
because ‘postcoloniality’ is seen here as a continuing
process, in which different subjects occupy very
different positions, particularly in Indigenous/white
settler societies such as Australia and New Zealand.
‘In Australia the colonials did not go home and
‘postcolonial’ remains based on whiteness’ (2003,
p.30; Smith, 1999). The position of non-white settlers
in Australia complicates this process even further,
but at the same time draws attention to the dynamic
nature of the postcolonising nation, for whiteness is
not a static category and access to it changes over
time and in different contexts. ForMoreton-Robinson
however, ‘Indigenous people cannot forget the nature
of migrancy and we position all non-Indigenous
people as migrants and diasporic. (…) the inalienable
nature of our relation to land, marks a radical, indeed
incommensurable, difference between us and the
non-Indigenous’ (2003, p.31). The term postcolon-
ising then, allows for the important recognition that
‘Indigenous and non-Indigenous peoples are situated
in relation to (post)colonisation in radically different
ways- ways that cannot be made into sameness’
(2003, p.30), nor should they be. For resisting the
impulse to create sameness (as opposed to equity)
can help illuminate the powerful forces that try to
do precisely that, as part of a restricting but politic-
ally dominant form of nation building. If used in
Moreton-Robinson’s conceptualisation, the term
postcolonising inherently resists unifying discourses
that sometimes underlie the term postcolonial.
Moreover, it actually allows us to see difference as
part of an ongoing, dynamic, and potentially product-
ive field of power relations, rather than something
that signifies a lack and therefore needs to be erased.
However, it is at the same time open to misappropri-
ation in which case postcolonising would be seen as
part of a process towards a postcolonial nation that
would in turn be based on an assumption of linear
progression, which in itself is of course deeply em-
bedded in colonial discourses and implicated in co-
lonial practices.
Conceiving of Australia as a postcolonising nation
can thus be seen as productive, and can easily be
accommodated and envisaged as part of an ‘anti-ra-
cist white identity that fits benignly into a multicul-
tural jigsaw’ (Ware&Black, quoted in Haggis, 2004,
p.50/51). In this way, ‘white’ becomes just another
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‘identity’ that allows the white majority to play at a
rights-based politics of multiculturalism with all
those lucky [including Indigenous] others who had
‘culture’ already’ (Haggis, 2004, p.51). In Australian
‘post-Mabo’ cinema (Collins & Davis, 2004), this
type of identity is characterised by films that ‘explore
and rethink the type of Australian-ness that ignores
difference’ (Elder, 2007, p.200), including films like
Strictly Ballroom (Baz Luhrmann,1992), Lantana
(Ray Lawrence, 2001), The Tracker (Rolf de Heer,
2002), Rabbit-Proof Fence (Phillip Noyce, 2002)
and Japanese Story (Sue Brooks, 2003). This ‘ignor-
ing of difference’ is closely linked with notions of
identity as ‘in-betweenness’, demonstrating the ‘hy-
bridity of entanglement, of non-completeness, of al-
ways being (inter) related, of having no foundation’
(Haggis, 2004, p.53; Ang, 2001). Although there is
a strong case to be made that identity is always
already hybrid for everyone to some degree, there is
also a danger in accepting this in an unproblematic
fashion, as hybridity comes in differing degrees
where some of us are more hybrid than others, and
more importantly, some of us are afforded the option
of ‘being hybrid’ without the danger of being pulled
back in line. In short, hybridity and in-betweenness
is not free of the power relations that govern the
concept, and can be seen to some extent as the
product of white privilege. Drawing on Moreton-
Robinson’s conceptualisation of white academics as
‘situated knowers’, Cowlishaw notes for example
that ‘the inter-subjective ‘social identity’ of white
academics does not include being subjected to ra-
cism’ (2004, p.68). This is often silenced or at best
paid lip service to in theoretical debates about iden-
tity and representation, but it underlies Moreton-
Robinson’s concept of incommensurability.
In contrast to the idea of the postcolonising nation,
the concept of incommensurability is potentially far
more ‘radical’ in that it disrupts the core of what
white settler identity is based on in Australia: the
narrative of terra nullius. Moreton-Robinson argues
that there is an ‘incommensurable difference between
the situatedness of the Indigenous people…and those
who have come here’. The basis of this incommen-
surability is the Indigenous ways of being in the land,
the ‘ontological relationship to country’, which is
quite different from the settler’s claim to possession
of the land (quoted in Haggis, 2004, p.54, original
emphasis). In her response, Haggis argues that ‘the
ontology of country is an expression of radical differ-
ence that precludes blending or entanglement in
Ang’s sense of an always incompleteness. In other
words, there is no sense of ‘in-betweenness’ inhering
to ‘being in country’ (2004, p.55). While this can be
seen as strategic essentialism, ‘it can only be per-
ceived as such if the white Western construction of
the subject is taken as the norm’ (2004, p.55), but
Moreton-Robinson argues that the term cannot be
applied to Western ways of thinking about self and
identity. Herein lies its confrontational (and thereby
transformative) potential, as it effectively shuts the
door on the possibility of white access to ‘being in
country’. The anxiety this causes is premised on the
perceived need to anchor oneself both physically and
symbolically, and it flies in the face of what Collins
andDavies perceive in recent Australian ‘post-nation-
al’ cinema: that this cinema could be defined by
‘modernity’s anchorless mode of belonging’ charac-
terised by ‘a montage of places’ and a ‘bastard of a
national history’ (2004, p.129). This, they argue, is
the cinematic response to post-Mabo Australia.
However, this implies a white acceptance and a
feeling of being at ease and present ‘in country’ while
never being able to achieve being ‘in country’ in
Moreton-Robinson’s sense, and such an acceptance
is questionable. Elder argues in contrast that ‘more
commonly Indigenous peoples are desired because
of the legitimacy they can bring to non-Indigenous
peoples’ occupancy of this land’, which she calls an
attempt to ‘indigenise oneself’ (2007, p.147). Cowl-
ishaw similarly talks about ‘a hunger for accounts
of Indigenous experience’ (2004, p.70). However,
this hunger or desire is often highly selective and
frequently results in aspects of Indigenous cultures
being ‘appropriated or used by non-Indigenous
peoples to help create a feeling of belonging’ (Elder,
2007, p.148). It is only when belonging is seen as
necessitating a fixed link that the anxiety becomes
a factor. Alternatively, belonging can be seen as ‘an
act and a process’ (Feldman, 2006, p.110), which is
potentially far more productive, for it removes the
anxious and obsessive search for a fixed end point
(and indeed a fixed starting point), while it allows
at the same time for a recognition of incommensur-
able difference and a respect (as opposed to toler-
ance) for such difference. This element of respect is
central to the idea of productive collaboration and
dialogue.
However, let’s not forget the need for retaining
the audience who are predominantly intended to be
non-Indigenous. From tokenistic inclusions, stereo-
typical archetypes to the use of Indigenous lan-
guages, there has been little change to the meta-nar-
rative: specific adaptations are adhered to and univer-
sal principles remain embedded in the narrative. A
social justice narrative, a ‘blame’ narrative, is not
easily accepted, nor are the aspirations of Indigenous
peoples (Davidson et al, 2000, p.96). ‘It is not an
option, within the latter narrative to respond to the
difficulties of engagement by choosing not to be in-
volved. Failure to act is itself a political statement’
(Davidson et al, 2000, p.96). So if the statement is
not made in the first place, what are the means and
strategies bywhich the audience is permitted, encour-
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aged or forced to question the representation, the
construction of the narrative, or its purpose. This
needs to be examined, especially when the narrative
is perceived as inciting ‘guilt’, whether the represent-
ation of ‘guilt’ is for benevolent purposes (i.e.,Rabbit
Proof Fence) or racial ones (Walkabout). Construc-
tions of ‘guilt’ can be legal, educational, psycholo-
gical, cultural or ecological. The latter usage often
stems from outright rejection of contemporary Indi-
genous peoples for a more romanticised, ahistorical
version, which removes any need for guilty associ-
ations with present and future conditions. The former
usage is much more subtle and covert. Pedersen and
Walker examine these positions in relation to preju-
dice against Indigenous Australians.
The more strongly a person identifies with a
particular group, the more that group and its
relations with other groups will affect that per-
son and direct his or her beliefs and behaviours.
(…) Intergroup relations are of little con-
sequence to someone who is apathetic about
the groups involved. Prejudice is a form of in-
tergroup behaviour (…) In the context of con-
temporary race relations in Australia, the social
category ‘White’ has little currency. Instead,
we suggest that for our respondents the domin-
ant social category will be their national identity
as ‘Australians’ (…) prejudice against Abori-
gines will be positively associated with strength
of identity with the category ‘Australian’ (i.e.
with strength of national identity) (1997, p.568).
What needs to be considered in collaborative pro-
cesses, is how intrusive the idea of ‘Australian’
strength and national identity is (in both the content
of the film and the assumptions made about the in-
tended (white) audience). Negotiated collaboration
can expose these prejudices or attempts to conceal
them: ‘Negotiation is about thinking and acting
strategically. It is about recognizing and working
towards long-term goals…[Previously] their negoti-
ations were undertaken quite literally with guns held
at their heads, with their people starving and with
death around them. In today’s environment negoti-
ation is still about deal making and it is still about
concepts of leadership’ (Smith, 1999, p.159).
An ongoing colonial legacy ensures that attempts
at Indigenous and non-Indigenous collaboration are
by definition fraught with dangers and contradictions,
not least in university contexts (in which this paper
is written) and cinematic contexts (which this paper
critiques), as universities and the cinematic apparatus
were, and continue to be, crucial instruments of the
colonising project. This does not mean that collabor-
ation should be dismissed as a potential way forward.
It does mean however that it needs a relationship of
trust and reciprocity if it is to be productive. As
Cowlishaw succinctly puts it: ‘to be engaged with,
rather than concerned about, others would seem the
first requirement for any exchange of ideas’ (2004,
p.67, original emphasis). Genuine engagement and
reciprocity are far removed from what Butler-McIl-
wraith identifies as the Indigenous ‘reserve army of
labour for White academics to selectively include in
order to handle the contentious obligatory Indigenous
inclusion’ (2006, p.378), something which is
mirrored in the cinematic ‘token Aboriginal’. She
goes on to quote Sherrers and Solomon who argue
that ‘we need to consider ways in which we can
participate collaboratively and at the same time use
research to extend understandings about tensions and
contestation around the construction of knowledge’
(2006, p.378). This involves not only knowledge it-
self, but importantly also the ways in which that
knowledge is represented, for example in the formal
structures (and language) of the academic essay, or
cinematic codes and conventions (including lan-
guage). Respect and reciprocity in this context means
a space for representation on one’s own terms.
Ideally, this can lead to collaboration where both
Indigenous and non-Indigenous can define, critique
and engage with each other rather just define them-
selves, in ‘a process of dialogue, of imagination, of
representation and interpretation’ (Langton quoted
in Paradies, 2006, p.356). Of course there are differ-
ent and contradictory layers to this; for example, we
can operationalise it within the context of this essay,
but we have no control over the formal rules for
publication in this particular journal, and whether
this paper’s style of expression is deemed ‘appropri-
ate’. These kinds of factors can potentially have a
constraining effect on productive collaboration, but
despite that, transformation can only occur when
boundaries are pushed, even if only incrementally.
In the context of Australian cinema, Ten Canoes
appears to have pushed such boundaries quite consid-
erably.
Collaboration and Power: Ten Canoes
Ten Canoes can be seen as constituting a ‘break’ in
Australian cinema in terms of the ways in which it
approaches collaboration in the filmmaking process,
including the ways in which it addresses its audi-
ence(s). According to Collins and Davis, ‘the
post-Mabo period might be understood as a particu-
larly open moment in the history of the genre of
Australian cinema’ (2004, p.26, original emphasis).
Moreover, ‘the post-Mabo film (together with its
generic audience of viewers and critics) signifies the
return of unreconciled national issues, at the very
moment when a cinema of national identity seems
most redundant’ (2004, p.26). The idea of reconcili-
ation can be seen as central to these ‘unreconciled
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national issues’, and in the context of Australian
cinema, it is exemplified by a number of films by
Indigenous film makers (e.g. Radiance, Beneath
Clouds, and One Night the Moon) as well as a num-
ber of films bywhite filmmakers that directly engage
with the impact of colonial history on Indigenous
peoples (e.g. Dead Heart, Rabbit Proof Fence and
The Tracker). Elder sees these representations as
emerging ‘from the shifts and changes of the 1990s
brought about by the reconciliation movement’
(2007, p.157). In this context, the figure of the
tracker can be seen as ‘the [white] cinematic audi-
ence’s guide in moving towards reconciliation in a
place where non-Indigenous viewers often cannot
read or see the signs to follow’ (Probyn, quoted in
Elder, 2007, p.157). Thus, the figure of the tracker
is appropriated (this time symbolically) to afford
white access to ‘being in country’. In a sense, these
films can be seen as serving a white interest, in that
the role and responsibility of Indigenous
peoples/actors in this particular configuration of
power is to ‘demystify themselves’ to afford white
access to their ‘cultural essence’. Overall then, while
these films address important issues, the Indigen-
ous/non-Indigenous collaboration in these partner-
ships is skewed towards the ‘white partner’, and this
ultimately denies Indigenous peoples access to
cinematic tools to tell stories on their own terms. In
addition, these films tend to be about ‘the ‘problem’
of black Australia, rather than the more basic ques-
tions of who people are. Aborigines can never really
just ‘be’ in our (white) films; they’re always a threat,
an accusation, a regret or an ideal’ (Byrnes, 2006).
Ten Canoes does something very different.
The emphasis on collaboration in Ten Canoes is
highlighted by the adage on its promotional material:
a film by Rolf de Heer and the people of Ramingin-
ing, which suggests a communal process from the
start rather than the vision of an individual artist. The
film originated from a previous partnership between
Rolf de Heer and David Gulpilil, as Gulpilil played
the role of the tracker in the film The Tracker. During
their collaboration on that film Gulpilil invited de
Heer to Ramingining to meet with him among his
family, to see his traditional lands, to travel the
Arafura Swamp, to talk, to fish, to eat bush food and
to learn to understand each other (Ten Canoes Press
Kit). This eventually led to Gulpilil’s repeated invit-
ation to make a film in Ramingining. Thus the film’s
story was initiated by Gulpilil and the collaboration
was based from the outset on trust and respect. This
collaboration gradually expanded once the process
was set in train, with the whole community involved
in all stages of the process, including casting. The
end result is a film that tells a story set about 1000
years ago (in colour) with a parallel morality tale (in
black and white) set in mythical times. In this case,
‘there are no whites in this story, because it takes
place long before whites arrived. There is no us and
them, only us, so an objective camera isn’t really
possible’ (Byrnes, 2006). Thus, it is ‘the first picture
about an Aboriginal community that doesn’t focus
on its interaction or clash with white settlers’ (Ide,
2007). It is important to recognise however that it
could have been, should the community have wished
to tell a story about that. It is especially on this level
of control over what story to tell, and for whom, that
Ten Canoes represents a true break from what came
before. As David Gulpilil’s narrator unapologetically
tells the (white) audience (in English) in the begin-
ning of the film: ‘It’s not your story, it’s my story,
a story like you’ve never heard before’. This clearly
addresses a white audience in a playful but confront-
ation way. While the fact that a white audience is
addressed at all could be seen as undercutting the
film’s radical potential, a collaboration based on re-
spect and trust meant that three versions of the film
were made. There’s a version that has Yolngu lan-
guages dialogue with English subtitles and English
storytelling by Gulpilil [the mainstream version];
there’s the version that has both Yolngu languages
dialogue and storytelling inMandalpingu byGulpilil,
with English subtitles; and there’s the Yolngu ver-
sion, no subtitles, everything in the languages of the
people whose film it is. It was this last version that
played in open air in Ramingining as soon as it was
ready to be screened and before any public screening
of any of the versions (Ten Canoes Press Kit).
Overall then, from its genesis to its eventual screen-
ing, this film is testament to the productive potential
of collaboration, based on trust and respect rather
than appropriation.
If this potential is to be more fully realised in the
future, there is a need for more of this kind of collab-
oration across the full spectrum of Indigenous exper-
ience, which relates closely to what Hartley and
McKee argue in The Indigenous Public Sphere
(2000): namely that there is a need for what they call
‘banal Indigenous representation’, rather than the
two dominant tropes of Indigenous peoples as either
‘a problem’ or ‘noble savage’. In Paradies’ words,
‘I am suggesting that we free Indigeneity from the
prison of romanticisation and recognize that although
the poor and the rich Indigene, the cultural reviver
and the quintessential cosmopolitan, the fair, dark,
good, bad and disinterested may have little in com-
mon, they are nonetheless all equally but variously
Indigenous’ (2006, p.363). But if Ten Canoes re-
mains an isolated incident, ‘it is going to be difficult
for [white] Australians to shake off their investment
in the noble savage’ (Conor, 2006). There are clear
echoes of the extent of this investment in some of
the reviews of the film in the mainstream press. For
example, Byrnes comments in The Sydney Morning
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Herald that ‘one of the surprises of Ten Canoes is
how funny it is’ (2006), which is firmly based on an
expectation that ‘authentic’ Indigenous cultures (es-
pecially when it comes to Dreamtime stories) should
somehow be ‘serious’. This expectation is based on
a long colonial history of anthropological and ‘sci-
entific’ discourses of ‘authentic’ Indigenous cultures.
This emphasis on ‘authenticity’ severely limits Indi-
genous discursive spaces, both in the cinema and the
academy, which is perhaps most clearly exemplified
by the title of a recent academic paper about Ten
Canoes: ‘Authentically articulating the Aboriginal
in Ten Canoes’ (Starrs, 2007). In his discussion,
Starrs focuses on Rolf de Heer as a white artist who
‘unlike other ‘Aboriginal’ films, tells an authentic
Aboriginal story in an authentic Aboriginal manner’
(our emphasis). Rather than commenting on the col-
laborative aspects of the film’s production, Starrs
suggests that ‘de Heer has empowered them to the
extent [that] the social malaise of their contemporary
indigenous [sic] Australians seems an aberration, not
the expected norm’ (2007, our emphases). This
clearly draws on colonial discourses of ‘white bene-
volence’ to the rescue of Indigenous peoples who
apparently need ‘saving’. The strength and enduring
power of such colonial discourses leads Starrs (and
others) to completely miss the point of the film, and
its significance.
Conclusions
This brings us back to the labeling of the film as
‘collaborative’. Inherent in appraisals such as Starrs’
is the idea that ‘authentic’ comprises non-Indigenous
involvement with obvious Indigenous content. A
film, set in non-traditional social, cultural and eco-
nomic settings, whether totally Indigenous controlled
or negotiated collaboration, does not warrant the
same labeling. Urban, English speaking blackfellas
aren’t as interesting as the ‘real’ ones (Brough, Bond,
Hunt, Jenkins, Shannon & Schubert, 2006). And the
audience gets little say in this labeling – it is
presented to them, marketed to them. So what they
see is controlled by the image presented to them and
their individual ideological positioning and training.
At present, ‘Indigenous’ films or collaborative rela-
tions between Indigenous and non-Indigenous film-
makers, require the viewer’s familiarity with the
coloniser’s gaze – whether they agree with it or not.
For example, what does it mean when a film is de-
scribed as an Indigenous film? While this has links
to the ‘I am an Indigenous director’ and/or ‘I am a
director who is Indigenous’ argument, it goes beyond
this. The label needs to be attached to shout to the
‘conventional’ mainstream Australian viewer, that
this is not a conventional mainstream Australian
perspective or creation with its intent to colonise at-
tributes. Colonial confusion can arise when one is
labeled Indigenous to denote exoticism, difference,
or even inferiority. Spears tries to deal with the im-
pact of the entrenched colonial gaze and the labeling
of Indigenous (non-Indigenous is never labeled, it
just is) by emphasising the importance of simply
creating:
Artistic self-expression and performance bring
social benefits, even if they are not specifically
designed to educate, resist or heal. I believe that
it is our role as artists to play, to enthusiastically
reach for artistic excellence and to experience
the world on a level apart from the mundane.
But there are many stories to tell and other
artists may approach their work in different
ways. The point is not to strive for a single
definition of our work [or in this case, a single
definition or process of collaboration] simply
because we ‘happen to be Native’. Our lived
experience will inform our work, whether we’re
making horror films, erotic poetry, intellectu-
al/theoretical works, love songs, broken-heart
songs, romantic comedy, stand-up comedy or
searing social commentaries (2005, p. 2).
The collaborative framework that is becoming accep-
ted and popular can still be colonising and this ap-
proach should be continually dismantled and re-
formed so that Indigenous perspectives and inclu-
sions in ‘collaboration’ do not become formulaic,
expected and colonising. It also means that such
collaboration allows different purposes to be inten-
ded. For instance, in the press kit for Ten Canoes,
two very different experiences and understandings
of the film and its making are apparent. For the Bal-
anda, it is perceived as a one-off experience, not as
an entry into potential negotiated, non-colonising
collaboration (Ten Canoes Press Kit, 2006, p.11),
whereas for the Yolgnu, it is not part of their culture,
their knowledge base and their renewal of memories.
In Gulpilil’s words: ‘I really want to thanks to Rolf,
what he done for my people and my people’s story
and a true Australian story, fair dinkum. That story
is never finished, that Ten Canoes story, it goes on
forever because it is a true story of our people, it is
the heart of the land and people and nature’ (Ten
Canoes Press Kit, 2006, p.25).Mainstream audiences
view the film as a piece of extraordinary cinematic
collaboration. Yet the film, and what it means to
make the film, how the film was made, is a part of
Australia’s postcolonising present. It is not just an
insight into pre-colonial times for non-Indigenous.
It is an example of negotiated, non-colonising collab-
oration – not just cinematic, but social, cultural and
economic. To rely on simplistic binaries: for the
Balanda it is a safe setting – before colonization, no
need to deal with complex issues of ‘guilt’, it is a
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unique experience (both in the watching of the film
and the making), it is easily recognizable as Abori-
ginal ‘myth’, and it is easily recognizable as ‘collab-
oration’. For the Yolgnu, it is a form of cultural re-
newal, a process of negotiation in colonised Aus-
tralia, and an example of how languages, colour,
culture, and difference are not hindrances.
In negotiated non-colonising collaborative pro-
cesses, an important element is the awareness of how
the audience has been trained to view/read the
text/meta-narrative. Representations of either Indi-
genality or non-Indigenality incite intended responses
by employing specific strategies. Non-colonising
collaborations might employ new strategies or use
expected strategies in newways. The creation of new
strategies and new intended audience responses will
create new representations and frameworks. The
purpose in creating such collaborative texts will need
to be negotiated and may not necessarily result in a
unified outcome or solution. Disruptive and challen-
ging representations and audience responses continue
the construction of new collaborative frameworks.
Discovering uncharted and potentially tense ways
of collaborating will mean that audiences also have
to experience different processes in their view-
ing/reading. Sharing these processes, open and two-
way dialogue between communities involved in the
creation and also the reception of the film, and em-
ploying different and culturally sensitive practices
allows the film to become more than a one-dimen-
sional benevolent or malevolent appropriation.
A crucial feature of the system is that others
never get to talk back on their own terms.
Communication is all one way as the pole of
power refuses to receive the feedback that
would cause it to change itself, or to open itself
to dialogue. Power lies in the ability not to hear
what is being said, not to experience the con-
sequences of one’s actions, but rather to go
one’s own self-centric and insulated way.
Plumwood (…) notes two keymoves in sustain-
ing hierarchical dualism and the illusion of
autonomy – dependency and denial. The pole
of power depends on the subordinated other,
and simultaneously denies this dependence
(Rose, 2004, p.20).
In negotiated non-colonising collaborative processes,
power would be as much associated with the audi-
ence as it would the creators of the film. How this
power manifests for Indigenous audiences compared
with non-Indigenous would most probably differ,
yet respect and trust in the negotiation process is vi-
tal. The power to reject and be heard will not be the
same as the power to remain unquestioned and secu-
lar. So does this mean, that whoever has the power
to decide what will be heard, how it will be heard
and who will do the hearing, has the power to decide
whether it is collaboration or colonisation? The press
kit for Ten Canoes is blatant about its need not to
alienate Western audiences: ‘It was soon clear that
the challenge would be to create a story, to make a
film, that would not only satisfy local tastes and re-
quirements, but that would also satisfy a Western
cinema-going audience, to use Western storytelling
conventions…The only problem was that goose egg
gathering itself is particularly non-dramatic in the
paradigm of Western cinema…and the third major
problem was that the Thomson photos, which were
somehow being represented in the film, were in black
and white … the cultural history of the people was
in black and white, but the film was contractually
bound to be a colour film’ (2006, p.11). Such little
respect for and trust in that Western cinema-going
audience…
In talking about reconciliation and social justice,
Larissa Behrendt has argued that ‘better socio-eco-
nomic outcomes are achieved when Indigenous
people are involved in the setting of priorities within
their community, the development of policy, the de-
livery of services and the implementation of pro-
grams’ (2006, p.8). Collaboration based on respect
and trust is vital to such involvement, and the process
throughwhich Ten Canoeswas conceived shows the
potential of such collaboration. Moreover, it shows
that a recognition of incommensurability (in More-
ton-Robinson’s sense) does not equal disengagement
and separation, but rather a productive way forward
in Australia’s postcolonising process, based on re-
spect and trust, between Indigenous and non-Indigen-
ous peoples and between the film and the audience.
References
Ashcroft, B. (2001). Post-Colonial Transformation. London & New York: Routledge.
Behrendt, L. (2006). ‘Reconciliation and Social Justice: The Challenge for Australians’. The Eighteenth Concannon Oration.
Delivered on 13 September 2006, University of Southern Queensland, Toowoomba.
Bhambra, G. K. (2006). ‘Culture, Identity and Rights: Challenging Contemporary Discourses of Belonging’. In Yuval-
Davis, N., Kannabiran, K. & Vieten, U.M. (Eds). The Situated Politics of Belonging. London: Sage, pp.32-41.
Brough, M., Bond, C., Hunt, J., Jenkins, D., Shannon, C. & Schubert, L. (2006). ‘Social Capital meets Identity: Aboriginality
in an urban setting’. In Journal of Sociology 42 (4), pp. 396-411
Butler-McIlwraith, K. (2006). ‘(Re)presenting Indigeneity: The possibilities of Australian sociology’. In Journal of Sociology
42 (4), pp.369-380.
THE INTERNATIONAL JOURNAL OF DIVERSITY IN ORGANISATIONS, COMMUNITIES AND
NATIONS, VOLUME 7
8
Byrnes, P. (2006). ‘Ten Canoes’. In The Sydney Morning Herald. Accessed 19 July, 2007 at ht-
tp://www.smh.com.au/news/film-reviews/ten-canoes/2006/06/30/
Collins, F. & Davis, T. (2004). Australian Cinema after Mabo. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.
Conor, L. (2006). ‘Ten Canoes’: a parable of ordinary empathy’. InOn Line Opinion. Accessed 19 July, 2007 at http://www.on-
lineopinion.com.au/print.asp?article=3246
Cowlishaw, G. (2004). ‘Racial Positioning, Privilege and Public Debate’. In Moreton- Robinson, A. (Ed.).Whitening Race:
Essays in Social and Cultural Criticism. Canberra: Aboriginal Studies Press, pp.59-74.
Davidson, G., Sanson, A., & Gridley, H. (2000). ‘Australian Psychology and Australian Indigenous People: Existing and
emerging narratives’. In Australian Psychologist 35 (2), pp.92-99.
Elder, C. (2007). Being Australian: Narratives of National Identity. Sydney: Allen & Unwin.
Feldman, A. (2006). ‘Alterity and Belonging in Diaspora Space: Changing Irish Identities and ‘Race’-Making in the ‘Age
of Migration’. In Yuval-Davis, N., Kannabiran, K. & Vieten, U.M. (Eds). The Situated Politics of Belonging.
London: Sage, pp.100-112.
Haggis, J. (2004). ‘Thoughts on a Politics ofWhiteness in a (Never Quite Post) Colonial Country: Abolitionism, Essentialism
and Incommensurability’. InMoreton-Robinson, A. (Ed.).Whitening Race: Essays in Social and Cultural Criticism.
Canberra: Aboriginal Studies Press, pp.48-58.
Hartley, J. & McKee, A. (2000) The Indigenous Public Sphere: The Reporting and Reception of Aboriginal Issues in the
Australian Media, 1994-1997. Oxford: University Press Oxford.
hooks, b. (1992). Black Looks: Race and Representation. Toronto: Between the Lines
Ide, W. (2007). ‘Ten Canoes’. In Times Online. Accessed 19 July, 2007 at http://entertainment.timeson-
line.co.uk/tol/arts_and_entertainment/fil/film_reviews
Iseke-Barnes, J. (2003). ‘Living and Writing Indigenous Spiritual Resistance’. In Journal of Intercultural Studies 24 (3),
pp.211-238.
Moran, A. (2002). ‘As Australia Decolonizes: Indigenizing Settler Nationalism and the Challenges of Settler/Indigenous
Relations’. In Ethnic and Racial Studies 25 (6), pp.1013-1042.
Moreton-Robinson, A. (2003). ‘I Still Call Australia Home: Indigenous Belonging and Place in a White Postcolonising
Society’. In Ahmed, S., Castañeda, C., Fortier, A. & Sheller, M. (eds) Uprootings/ Regroundings: Questions of
Home and Migration Oxford & New York: Berg, pp.23-40.
Paradies, Y. C. (2006). ‘Beyond Black and White: Essentialism, hybridity and Indigeneity’. In Journal of Sociology 42 (4),
pp.355-366.
Pedersen, A., &Walker, I. (1997). ‘Prejudice against Australian Aborigines: Old-Fashioned and modern forms’. In European
Journal of Social Psychology 27, pp. 561-587.
Rose, D. B. (2004). Reports from a Wild Country: ethics for decolonization. Sydney: University of New South Wales Press.
Smith, L.T. (1999). Decolonising Methodologies: Research and Indigenous Peoples. Dunedin: University of Otago Press.
Spears, S. (2005). ‘Re-constructing the Colonizer: Self-representation by First Nations Artists’. In Atlantis 29 (2), pp.1-18.
Starrs, D.B. (2007). ‘Authentically articulating the Aboriginal in “Ten Canoes” (Rolf de Heer 2006). In Reconstruction:
Studies in Contemporary Culture 7 (3). Accessed 19 July 2007 at http://eprints.qut.edu.au
Ten Canoes Press Kit (2006). Accessed 19 July 2007 at http://www.tencanoes.com.au/tencanoes/info.htm
West-Newman, C. (2004). ‘Anger in Legacies of Empire: Indigenous Peoples and Settler States’. In European Journal of
Social Theory 7(2), pp.189-208.
About the Authors
Dr. Henk Huijser
Dr Henk Huijser has taught in the field of media and cultural studies in New Zealand and Australia, and has
published in various journals, including the International Journal of Diversity. He is currently a lecturer in
learning enhancement (communication) in the Learning and Teaching Support Unit at USQ, and a researcher
in the Public Memory Research Centre. His research interests include multiculturalism, Indigeneity and educa-
tional applications of new media.
Dr Brooke Collins-Gearing
Dr Brooke Collins-Gearing is a Kamilaroi woman, who received her PhD from the University of Newcastle,
with an enormous amount of support from the people at Umulliko and Wollotuka. She taught at the University
of Southern Queensland for two years until coming back home. She has two bossy little men. Brooke is currently
a lecturer in the Wollotuka School of Aboriginal Studies at the University of Newcastle. She is the recipient of
an ARC Indigenous Researchers Grant (1999, 2006-2007), a joint ARC Discovery Grant (2006-2008), and the
2006 Nancy Keesing Fellowship (State Library Council of NSW).
9HENK HUIJSER, BROOKE COLLINS-GEARING





Mary Kalantzis, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, USA. 
Paul James, RMIT University, Australia 
 
EDITORIAL ADVISORY BOARD 
Ien Ang, University of Western Sydney, Australia. 
Samuel Aroni, University of California, Los Angeles, USA. 
Duane Champagne, University of California, Los Angeles, USA. 
Guosheng Y. Chen, RMIT University, Melbourne, Australia. 
Jock Collins, University of Technology, Sydney, Australia. 
Bill Cope, University of Illinois, Urbana-Champaign, USA. 
Heather Marion D'Cruz, Deakin University, Geelong, Australia. 
James Early, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC, USA. 
Denise Egéa-Kuehne, Louisiana State University, Baton Rouge, USA. 
Amareswar Galla, Australian National University, Canberra, Australia. 
Barry Gills, University of Newcastle, UK. 
Jackie Huggins, University of Queensland, Australia. 
Andrew Jakubowicz, University of Technology, Sydney, Australia. 
Ha Jingxiong, Central University of Nationalities, Beijing, China. 
Peter McLaren, University of California, Los Angeles, USA. 
Joe Melcher, Xavier University of Louisiana, New Orleans, USA. 
Greg Meyjes, Solidaris Intercultural Services L.L.C, Falls Church, VA, USA. 
Walter Mignolo, Duke University, USA. 
Brendan O'Leary, University of Pennsylvania, USA. 
Aihwa Ong, University of California, Berkeley, USA. 
Peter Phipps, RMIT University, Melbourne, Australia. 
Ronald Prins, Managing Director, Bos en Lommer Neighbourhood Council, The Netherlands. 
Peter Sellars, Theatre, Opera and Film Director. 
Michael Shapiro, University of Hawai'i, USA. 
David S. Silverman, Valley City State University, North Dakota, USA. 
Martijn F.E. Stegge, Diversity Platform, City of Amsterdam, The Netherlands. 
Geoff Stokes, Institute for Citizenship and Globalisation, Deakin University, Melbourne, Australia. 
Terry Threadgold, Cardiff University, Wales, UK. 
Mililani Trask, Indigenous Expert to the Permanent Forum on Indigenous Issues for the Economic Council of 
the UN Assembly, Hawai’i, USA. 
Marij Urlings, Dean, School of Health Inholland University, Amsterdam-Diemen, The Netherlands. 
Joanna van Antwerpen, Director, Research and Statistics, City of Amsterdam, The Netherlands. 
Grethe van Geffen, Seba Cultuurmanagement, Amsterdam, The Netherlands. 
Rob Walker, Keele University, UK. 
Ning Wang, Tsinghua University, Beijing, China. 
Owens Wiwa, African Environmental and Human Development Agency, Toronto, Canada. 
 
 
Please visit the Journal website at http://www.Diversity-Journal.com for further information: 
- ABOUT the Journal including Scope and Concerns, Editors, Advisory Board, Associate Editors and 
Journal Profile 




The Journal offers individual and institutional subscriptions. For further information please visit 
http://ijd.cgpublisher.com/subscriptions.html. Inquiries can be directed to 
subscriptions@commongroundpublishing.com  
 
INQUIRIES 
Email: cg-support@commongroundpublishing.com 
